~ TARIFF DISCUSSION,

8peech of Hon, John Foos in the Buckaye
Olob Rooms Monday Evening,
July 9th,

An Able Expose of the Democratic Free
Trade Paliacy and Solld Frets From
the Records Favoring the Repul-
lican Flan of Protestion.

Following 1s the tariff specch In full of
Hon. John Foos, delivered in the Duckeye
elub rooms, this eity, Monday evening, July
9th. There has been such a general demand
for the spesch that it will be published
in psmphiet form for distribution, Itis
ont of the most intelligent, intelligible
and exhaustive diseussions of the tariff
question ever published, and should be
read and pandered by ever voler into whose
bands it comes:

The subject of my address this svening 18
not wholly of my own seleetion, bul was

to we by friends. This sugges-
n, however, met my own wishes, and 1
wiill therefore talk to you upon the ** Tarifl,”
or protection to our home Industries.

It Is perhaps woll understood by most of
you that my address will be devoted to

the free trade sddress of our fel-
el thhe Hon. John H. Thomas, de
fore the Jefiorson clob, a demo-
ization of this eity, and re-
pénted, by request, st Black’s opera house
weeks sinee,

I deslire to state now, that in Mr. Thomas
I recognize & man whom our citizens, with-
out distinction of puty, esteem very
highly. 1 know of no trust, publie or pri-
vale, placed under his care, that has not re-
cuivad his wost careful attention, but L
have not now to deal with him as & muniel-
legisintor, or as holding any municipal
trust, nor as a eitizen, but must deal with

him as & public man, seeking state and na-
tional =

That he is
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honest in his views as to state
and national Interests is not questionsd. 1
only distrust hi= jodement, and it will be
my effurt this evening to show you that in
his songany he halds opinlons that
are oot justified by the history of our coun-
lg‘. elther in its agricultural or manufactur-

is erroneous.
this, of course the free trade ol he bas
spent »0 much time and trouble to eract
maust fall to the ground.

Am 1 justified in saying that Mr.

s address was unquestionably in
favor of free trade, in face of the state-
ment he made that If he were calisd upon
to frame a tarifl law he “would admit tree
all raw materials required for the sucems-
Tul operation of our fmctories, for the rea-
son that it would enable them to turn out
cheaper goods for our own people and for
the outside markets; on everything else he
would Impose a uniform duty, high enoagh
huut:o revenue wanted, whieh would
more than enongh fo protect labor. bat
low snough to throttle all bome combinn-
“tiona formed o mise prices?"”

I wm fuily of the opinion that it was
nothing more or less, 8o far as he advanced
any arguments, than an out amd out free
trade address, and | wili give yon my rea-
sulis for calllng It & free trade address.

In speaking of the tariff legislation in
this country, bhe says—1 guote his exact
‘words—"That it began In 1789 with the
vory first protective tariff, and has con-
tinued ever sinee.  That tariff (the tacif of
1789) was u combination of selfish interests
and S0 was every other protective tanfl

Certainly, if Innguage means anything.
Mr. Thomas would never have voted for
the tarif of 1780, and yet it was a Jow
tariff—the lowest we have ever had in this
country; under it cotton and woolen goods
were imported at a daty of less than 5 per
cent. Now if my friend Thomas would be
satisfiod with auy rate of duty, esrtainly 5
per cenl. would satisfy him; but It seems s
though it did not, for he says of this tariff
of 1750 that it was ‘‘a combination of selfish
interests,” thus showing cooclusively that
In priaciple be Is a “free trader.™

Let me gquote from him still further to
show his love and admiration for free trade

and Engiand.

1u speaking of England, he says: ‘‘Her
commercs is fettersd by no narrow-m
legislation; it sweeps over sea and cooti-

home greed and avarice—has no seas to
sweep or sontinents to traverse, and, while
full of possibilities, it Is dwarfed by re
strictlons until It falls to be able to use the
Iabor so rapldly sccumulsting, snd bence
its deeline in value.™
Agaln, he says: **Not only §s isbor ad-
vaneing in England under Ler liberal tariff,
ning In 1846, but her paupers are dis-
appearing, her criminals are lessening and
the price of goods cheapening.” * * =
“While as under ont high tariff all s the
other way—more paupers, moré criminals
prices for i
But this is not all. He still goes on eulo-
glomg Bogland and free trade until the
thoughit snters his mind that he had possi-
bly sald oo much, and be apologizes by

{

saying that he s not sulogizing England (oY

the discradit of his own country.
. I would suggest that if this eulogy of
Eugland was not for the purpose of disered-
Unilted States, and in advocacy of
then language has Jost ks force

ing further weme necessary Lo
Mr. Thomes is a free trader
not befieve it himselT ) iris
nocessary to ssy that he was & dele-
to St Louls eonvention that nom-
Mr. Cleveland and helped to endomse
free trade wessage of last Dectmber.
The London (England) Tones says: ““The
arguments which President Cleveland uswes
are those which Cobden used to employ
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Is any further proof necessary?
Hoe says that after investigation he has
reached the conclusion that the tanfl (that
is, the tariff or 1561) is
© First—Moro than anything else responsi-
ble for the many serious conflicts between
capital aud labor.

Second—That it is more than anything
else responsible for the high prices of many
wanufactured goods and for the buordens
under which farming interests are going

down.

Third—That it Is not & prolectivn to
labor, but is more than anytiing slse re-
sponsible for the depression in the lubor
market.

Fourth—That it is the foster parent of
most of e trests and combinations which
are now extrneting fortunes from the many,
for the pride and glory of the fuew,

Fifth—That every tarifl from 1759 to the
preseat, lu proportion as It was levied for
protection, i thet proportion Injored the
farmer and laborer, boeause one of the ob-
jects was 1o render farming less profitabie
i order to make the cost of labor 1o the

cheaper.

Iu answering his speech I will reply to
these tive conclusions or statewents o the
order in which be las stated theay, omittiag
ihe third conelusion beenuss his Lest oon-
elusion embodies the third.

In reading his speech, | sopposed fhat
whien the filth and iast stalemeal was msdo
he would take them up in the order in
which they wers stated, and procesd o
pirove them—this
tnst he did not do so—Iin fact, he pever even
relerred to thew afterwerds,

However, s s discussion of these five

beinlmmunlmm}

conclustons will covet all the matter con-
L?.lnulln his speech, 1 will now take ap

First conclusion, which is:  “That the
tariff of 1861 1s more than uyﬁm

s
mmpammm*"

Now, it isa very easy thing to make
statement. and often a very diffieuit matter
ple statement is made.
that the tariff of 1881 Is more than =ny
thing else thejeanselof the conflict betwee
capital*and labor. He saysjthat the tarifl
of 1861 *‘Is remorseless in mmm:
upon the junfavored and unprotected.
But this is only his opinion., and is worth
ne more than an opinjon. 1f the high
tariff of 1861.ia7more than anything else
m;muuummm belween caplial

Jabor, it must be that labor does not
recelve as good pay as under the low tariff
of 1848, This tarifl of 1840 was in opera-
tlon from June, 1846, to June, 1857, and
many of you know quite wall enough that
Iabor is today more than 25 per ceot. higher.
1t is a fact within your own knowledge,
and many of you have good reasons for
knowing it, as you were working for wages
during that time.

No, the tarif of 1841 did not lower
wages; on! the contrary,. wages have been
higher since 1861 than ever before Jinthis

B they will kipdly point out in
Now, if ¥
o o of has been In-

every pair of stockings, faot,
that yon wear, is cheaper than under
the low tarifl of 1848, and yet my friend
Thomas ways the high tarlff of 1861 is
“seruel and remprseless In its inflictions upon
the unfavored and unprotected.” This
might _be called pretty strong language,
especially when there is not & solitary fact
—not one—on which to base it.

There is not a person old enough to have
purchased anything in the way of clothing
previous to 1861 but knows that goods are
wuch lower taday Lhan ever before.

Ifithististhe fact, then the high tari® of

-] 1861 conld not have caused the conflict
.- | butween eapital and labor.

Now, if it were peither low wages nor
the high priee of clothing that caused the
numerous strikes In the past few yeams.
then what was it that did cause them? Was
It the high price of living? My friend
Thomas will hardly claim that It is, as he
in his speech distinelly states that wheat.
corn, ebe., were higher under the low tarifl
of 1846 than under the high tanif of 1861,
under which we are living todsy.

Now let us admit this one statement

1

reached

tained. There Is not & particle of evidence
offered to sustain it, and we may safely
vonclude that there is no evidence—that 1t
is nothing but an opinion backed by no
proof, and has no market valae whalever,

We come pow to his’ second conclusion,
which Is that ““That the tariff of 1861 Is
more than anything else respousible for the
high price of many manufactured goods,
und for the burdens under which e
farming interests are going down.™

1 will first examine his conclusion that
the **Tariff of 18561 is more than anyibing
else respousible for the jhigh prices of

"

when a geotlemsn ina
a proposition like the one 1 have just read,
he would offer some proof—name a few
of the articles in common use that are
higher today under and begsuse of the
tariff of 1851 than they were under the low
tariff of 1840,

It any ot you read his sadress (and 1
trust many of you have), I will be obliged
if you will point out any atlempt to prove
it, exoept the statement that we coliect an
wverage duty of 40 per cent, on manufsc-

inded | tured goods. Now, If.a duty of 40 per
vanced the

cent. has ad price of manaTac-

tured goads consumed by the great body ol

our people, he should have named thew’
Possibly there may be some exceptiousl
cases, but 1 eandidly say to you, I cannot
pow eall (o mind a single srticle that Is
higher; but oun the contrary, slmost, IT not
entirely without exeeption, manufactured
goods are cheaper today than ever before
in tha history of our country.

Gentlomen who undertake to Instruet
the publie should be very ecareful In their
statements,

Lat us see what are the facts concerning
the average duty of 46'per cent. on manu-
factured goods levied by the tarilf of 1861,
about which our free trade frieuds have so
much o say,

We deny the truth ot the statement that
an average duty of 46 per ceut. Is collected
on manufactored goods, such as are eon-
sumed by the masses of this country. Itis
true that our tarilf does levy an average
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for 1847 and 1860 and compare them with

the average valoe In 1880 and 1885, we
have the lollowing result:
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This shows & decrease in the price of
raw cotton of only 'y cent per pound, while
the manufactured cotton, such as sheetings,
shirtings, print and print ':.MM had de-

0 een
‘“E“‘.M"‘““ anm‘umwm declined 8%
cents yard,

Shn’::rd prints or calico had declined 4

cents yard.
Print elothes nearly 3 eents per yard un-
der the high tariff of 1861, or, In other
words, these goods were and are now sell-
ing at from 2 to 4 eents per yard less than
the same quality sold at under the low tariff
of 1848,

Please memember that thess figures are
taken from the official report of the govern-
ment.

‘This shows cenclusively the result of the
low tariff of 1848 as compared with the
high tariff of 1861. Cotton cioths from 10
to 40 per cent. cheaper, and yel our free
trado friends are not uthmmijﬂl. but :":.l.!.
mﬂ on forever g you o
“‘erual :lglo remorseless tarifl of 1861,"
when, as a fact, you esn buy better eotton
goods and at as low prices as in “Free
Trade England.”

In proof of this, let me say to you that
for the past few years we have been ship-
Eﬂumﬂlmdpﬁs of eotton goods to

gland. They ean be found on sale in
Liverpool, Manchester, London and other
English cities.

We have now shown what the value of
manufactared eotton goods was under the
low tariff of 1846 as compared wilh the
high tariff of 1861.

1t we examine our woolen mannfactures
& similar result will bs found. E pecially
wil] this be the ease in such woolen goods
as are used by the great body of the people.
SIS P penttres to 881, am New b0

L.50 per yard 1541, can now
bought for 81 to 21.95. Good, substantial
cassimeres that were worth $1 per yard are
now sold at S0 to 85 conts. Jeans that
averaged 50 cents per yard from 1850 to
1860, can now be had at 40 to 45 cents,

The leading member of perbaps the
Iargest wholesale house In Amerien, says
that the ordinary cotton and woolen goods
are selling at lower priess than in England.

Mr. Schosnhof, & free trader appointed
by the present administration as cousul to
Turnstall, Enciand, writes to the state de-
partment at Washington follows: *'So
far as clothing and dry goods in general
are concerned, 1 find that cotton goods are
tully as cheap In the United States ns here,
Shirtings and sheetings, If auvihing are
superior in quality, for the saue money,
withus. Sofar as [ ean jodes from the
articles exposed far sale in the retall stores,
articles of underwear for women, made of
muslin, are far superor in workmanship
end finish and cheaper In prices In the
United States. Norean 1 find that men's
shirts when chiefly of cotton, are cheaper
hera. Of boots and shoes, If factory
made, the same may be sald.”

In further proof of the low price of
woolen goods, 1 will relate an (nstance that
oecurred in New York at one of the seasions
of the tariffl commission In 1882,

Some gentlemen present were deploring
the bigh price of elothing, when a gentle-
man from Peansylvanin arose and said:
“L m here as a standing ilustration that
the statements made by these gentiewmen
are pol true. [ have on asuit of elothes
that [ have worn in Earope, Asia, Africa,
and Ameriea for the past nine months, and
the suit only cost me 815 in New York.™

But tols was in 1852, In 1858 they are
still cheaper.

Look at the dally papers of our own city
and you will see all-wool sults, warranted,
advertised to be sold for $10.

You may take the average price ot ready
made elothing today, and It is fully 30 per
eent. cheaper than in 1860, aud all classes
of domestie dress goods are quite as mueh
reduced In price

These facts are within the knowledge of
any of you gentlemen who purclinsed goods
previous to 1800, and when you are told
that you are paying 50 cent. more for your
clothing than you ought, becauss of the
Ligh tarifl of 1861, you know it Is not trua,
and yet Mr. Thowss makes the statement
that you wre paying 50 per cent. too much.

1! you are paying It, then instead of pay-
ing $10 you should only pay 85 for a suit,
and if you ouly paid §5 what kind of a
living do you suppose the farmer would
make who grew the wool, or the workmen
who spun and dyed the yarn and wove the
cloth, or he who cul snd made the suit?

st me say that when It Is an accom-
plished fact that you can buy & good suit of
woolen clothing for 85 you have sceom-
plished another result—a resuit that s far-
reachlog and fatal to the howes of eviry
Inboring man and woman of our eountry —
you have reduced the wages one half that
you may be able to buy your clothing at
balf its value—and this is free trade.

Think of it, my fellow-eitizens! If yon
like 1t, and think it a good thing, then vote
for free & 'This 18 the result of compe-
tition with the world—competition with
half paid labor of Europe—Iabar that ents
meat oned & week, ones & month, or none
st all

1 balieve in a different theory —in another
kind of political economy. I believe in the

duty of 40 pef cent.on forelgn p etlons,
but many of thess products are not lm-
ported at all, and the average duty collected
is nut moch more than half the amount
stated by Mr. Thomas,

In proof of this, I refer you to the impor-
tations for Lhe year ending in June, 1885,
which smounted to $579,580,05% and the
duty collected only svernging 30 59-100 per
ceut lnstead of 46 per cenl., aud the lmpor-
portations for the past year wiil vary but
little from the year 1585,

1 desire now to tell you how this 48 per
eent. duty s made out. and 1 think 1 will
be able 1o show you conelusively that we
do not colleet an average duty of 46 per
cent on such manufsctured gomds as we
import. Todo this 1 will show you how
our demoeratic free trade frionds muke up
this average duty of 46 per cent.

Congress, for the purpose of protecting
the governmenat's interests In the interaal
revenue, levied s tax of nearly 150 percent
on Bay rum.  If this tax did not exist, ai-
oohol, reduced, would be lmported under
the name of Bay rum and In various other
forms, and the governmeut would lose a
large amount of revenue. There are many
other articles on which the duty Is still
higher, muglng up to nearly 500 per cent.,
which only protect gover t trom
frand In its Internal revenue systein and does
not protect either woolen or collon goods

But oor free trade friends are
compellsd o add them all in W bring the
averge daty up to 40 per esnt. 1 will not
eriticlse thelr argument, but leave it o you
o say whether It is honest.

1t seems to e, and 1 think you will ad-
mit, that we do not pay an average daty
of 46 per eenl. on such goods as wa luport
and which are also manufactured in this
eountry,

Now Jet us see what we did pay for goods
from 1380 to 1885, as comparsd with prices
for the same standard goods from 1847 to
1560, 1 leave oul the prices for goo s trom
1801 to 1850, beosuse we weore not dolng
business on a gold basis, and any compar-
ison based upon prices from 1861 w0 1850
would be unjust,

We have the Tollowing average prices,
taken from the official report of the govern-
ment, on eolton goods from 1847 to 1885;
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v of protection—something that
will put up rather than puil down the vaiue
of labor. Home competion Is quite suffi-
clent to reduce

1 would like o ask my friend Thomas I
he has found any competition in the mavu-
facture of hay mmikes, an article he has
manufacturad largely for some yeam., They
are & finst-class article, as good, if not the
best, on the market. | would ask him,
what are the prices of rakes today, eom-
pared with the prices recslved five years
sinea, If he auswered tha qoestion, it
would be that prices are fally 23 to 33 per
cent. lower.

My opinion s that ha has found home
competition quite suflicient.

A A aal

almost infnitessimal, but it was the bast
that eould be done under the low
tnI:audﬂsl 1848, T

1870 our tarmers had 28,477,901 hesd
of sheep, a gain of 6,006,678 in 10 years.
This shows an Increase of more than 25 per
cent under the high tariff of 1861, while
under the low tariff of 1848, for the same
number or years, the increase was legs than
4 ?er cant.

0 1880 our farmers owned 42,192.074
head of sheep, an Increase of 13,714,123
bead in 10 yearn.

In 1885 our farmers had Increased the
number of sheep to 50,300,348, a gain of
8,108,189 head in five years, producing
nenrly all the wool used In this country,
except & low grade of earpst wool, valued
at 10 cents per ponnd, which we do not
and possibly ean not produce at & profit,

Our free trade friends make so great an
outery for free wool, that the people gen-
erally suppose that a very iarge amount of
clothing wools are Imported svery year to
supply the wants of our woolen miils, and
it 1= well to correct this idea.

Wao imported elothing wools In 1885 to
the value of only $3,263.824—an insigoifi-
cant amount as compared with the 300, 000-
000 pounds grown by our own farmers
the same year.

There are other farming Interests, the
statistics of whieh are interesting, as they
show the increase of our agricultural pro-
duoetions.

In 1860 there were 0,249,174 head of
horavs,

In 1880 there were were 10,357,088 head
of horses—increase 60 per ernL

In 1860 there were 25,630,119 head of
caltie.

In 1880 there were 35925511 head of
caltle—inerease more than 40 per cent.
hni:.Im there were 33,513,807 head of

In 1880 there were 47,661,700 head of
nerease more than 40 per eent.

1n 1800 we produced 173,104,924 bushels
of wheat.

In 1880 we produced 498,549,868 bushels
of wheat—increase nearly 300 per cent.

In: 1860 we produced 838,792,749 bushels
of eomn.

Iu 1580 we produced 1.754.501,076 bushals
of corn—Incréass more than 100 par cant,

In 1880 there were 105,110,720 acres Im-
proved land.

In 1830 thers were 287,211,845 acrea Im-
proved land—increass more than 70 per

cant-
It 1860 the value of farma was $6,045,-
045,007

In 1880 the valve of farms was $16,197,-
101,905 —Inerease more than 50 par cept.

In 1860 walue of farm implements and
machinery $246,000,000.

In 1880 value of farm Implements and
mactioery, $400,000,000—an locrease of
nearly 75 par eent.

Thesse statisties eannot be doubled., They
are taken from oficial documents of the
govermmnent, and are beyond question as
nearly mocurate as it s possible to make
them.,

Now, In view of the facts I have given
you, regarding the inereass of our agricul-
tural interests, how ean it be possible for
any man o come to the conclusion that our
farming Interests are going down, either
because of the tariff of 1861 or for any other
canse?

Aund yot Mr. Thomas says they are going
down. Possibly he may believe it, but It Is
doubtfol if bhe ean find any other person
who does,

Next wa have his fourth eonclusion,
which reads as follows:

“*That the tariff of 1841 is the foster par-
ent of most of the ‘trusts’ and ‘cowbin-
ations' which are now extracting fortunes
from the many for the pride and glory of
the few.”

I'would have been pleased had the gentle-
man named a few ot the "*trusts” that have
been fostered by tha tariff of 1861.

Does he mean the Standard Oil Co..
or “trusl.” il you pleass 1w eall it by that
name? This ls the jargest manufseturing
fudustry In the country, under the control
of one eompany, but it is not protected by
any tariff, as it has no forelgn competition.

Certainly he doea not mean the eotton
secd oll trust? The tariff of 1861 eould not
protect cotton seed oll. for neither has it a
foreign eompetitor.

Does be mean the sugar trust? Perhaps
be had this in his mind when he coneluded
that the tariff of 1561 was the foster parent of
“wusta” If so, lot me sask bhim If the
tariff of 1861 or any other tarlfl | responsi-
ble for it Other parties as well as thoss
composing the sugar trust ean import sugar
and at the same price as paid by the sugar
trusk. There I no law to prevent any one
from golng into the business; the tarifl does
not give any oune the exclusive right to-im-
port sugar or anything else. Then why
charge the tarlff with being responsible for
what are termed ‘trusts’? Suppose thers was
no duty on foreign sugar—thas it came in
fres—wouid this prevent a comblnation of
capitalists to control the market? Most
assuredly not.

For the proof of this, [ need but refer you
to California—there they have had free
sugar for more than ten years, yet the price
hrs been higher than duty-paid sugar In
Naw York.

Uue man, Claos Spreckles, has controlled
the markets of Cuifornla for ten years,
and only during thy past year have prices
been redueed.

Then Lree sugar will not prevent s trust,
or eontrol of the market.

For further proof, 1 refer you to the cop-
per syndicats in Europe, The markets of
froe trade England are completely under
the control of this syndieate, which pats np
or down the prices as it pleasss without 1e-
““’gw elther free trade or a protective
tariff, -

If my free trade friends would permit
me to make the suggestion I would say that
the copper syndicate should nave woce
re~peet for free trade England.

I am rather lnelined to think that the
gentleman, when he framed his fourth con-
clusion, intended it more as s rhetorieal
display than anything serious, There Is
nothing in it, and 1 pass on to his fifth con-
elnsion, in which he says that “*Every tarifl

one of its objects was to render farming
less protitable in order to make the cost of
lalior to the factory cheaper.”

Here my fellow-eitizens, you have a con-

The next point In s
i

““That the tariff of 1861 Is responsible for
the burdens under which the farmiog lu-
terests are golog down.”

Now 1 deny the correctness of this state-
ment. I deny that the farming interests
are going down beeanse of the tariff of
1861, and I further deny that they are
going down at all.

There are times in the life of every
nation when some one industry, or per-
baps many indusiries, are not prosperous,
and these industries are so closely con-
nected with others that when any one is

- | depressed, it affects the prosperity of all.

A failure of crops would not only depress
the farming Interests, but would also affect
every other lndustcy in the eountry. We
would hear the ery of *‘hard times” not
only from the farmers, but from svery mill
and mine, every machine shop and factory
in the sountry.

A monetary panic may be equally disas-
terous, as was seen o the paniec of 1857
when almost every bank in the eountry
suspended. Then came the panle of 1878,
from which the country did not fully
recover until 1880, almost every industry
being depressed.

But if we oompare the three decades
from 1850 to 1850, we will tind & constant

farms. | ecannot therefore see how it is
poasible 1o arrive at the conclusion that our
farming interssts are going down.

Last me give you some facts ana fignres
to show how impossibie it is for the stabe-
ment to be true that our farming interests
nre not prospering.

In 1850 our farmers had 21,723,230 head

of sheep.

In 1860 they had 224719275 head of
sheep, an ineresse of 748.055 head In
10 years—a galn of less than 4 per cent.

than 4 per cent in 10 years s very small,

x):f D,

inerease in the value and produets of our | ton

clusion that Is as sweeping as it is unjust.
Tuink of it, for a hundred years, more or
less of the legisiation of this couutry was
for the avowed purpose of reducing the
price of labor.  Sometlmes language is so
sweoping timb it loses ita effect and this, it
secuns to me, is of that charmeter. 1t is al-
mo<t ineredible that the geutleman could
have formed such a conelusion.

Does be not know that Washington, Mad-
Ison, Monros and Jackson were in favor of
& tar 1f, not only for revenus, but also for
protection? and ean it be bellevedd that they
were in favor of reducing the price of labar?
Fur fear that you may think I do not state
their opinions comeetly, I will read sowe
extracts from the pen of each, favoring the
protection of our industries.

Washington, In his last sald:
“Congress has repeatedly, and not without
suceess, directed (s attention to the eneour-
sgement of manufactures. The object is of
too much eon sequence not to insure &8 eon-
tinuation of your ¢fTorts In every way which
shall appear sligible ™

Augnin be says: “Ought our country to
renuain, in soch eases, dependant on forelgnm
supply, precarious becanse liable to be in-
terrupted? Lf the necessary artiele shou'd
in this unade cost more in time of peace,
will not the seeucity and indepeadenes
Lhenm:uhln: form an mople considers-

e

Madison, In 1828, eleven years after the
close of - ks presidential tenn, smd: A
further evidenee of the constitutional power
of cungress to protect and foster manufse-
tures by reguiation ot trade, is the uniform
and practieal sanction given that power for
nearly forty years.”

Mouroe, in his insugural address In 1817,
says: “Our manutactures will require the
systematic and fostering ald of the goyern-
ment.” Io the same address he says:
“Equally lmportaut Is It to provide a home

We are free to admit that & gain of less | market for our raw materlals, as, by ex-

tending the competition, it will enhance the

vriee and the enltivator against the
casualties ineident u; n:n' rntmmmm."
Again, lu speaking o manufactices, ha
says: ““Thelr ation, which depends
on due ensouragement, 18 conneeted with
the high Interests of the uailon.™

Jacrwon, In his first message, deciares:
“That it s prineipally a8 manuf
and eommerece tend to Inerease the values of
agricultural productions, and to extend
thelr appliestion to the wants and cumforts
of society, that they deserve the fostering
care of the gorernunent.”

What shiall we say of Jeferson, elaimad
as the father of the democratic party? Let
him speak for himself. In his letter writ-
ten In 1518 to Benjamin Austin, he says:
“That to be independent for the comforts
of life, we must fabrieate them for our-
selves; we must pow place the many-
facturer by the side of the agricultorist
The former question is suppressed, or
rather assumes & new form. The grand
inquiry is, now. shall we make our own
eomforts, or go without them at the will of
another nation? He, therefors, who is now
agalnst domestie manufactures must be for
reducing us either to a dependonce on that
nation or be eclothed in skins and live lke
wild beasts in dens and eaverns. I am
proud to say 1 am not of them. Experlence
has taught me that manafactures are now
aa to our independence as to our
comforts, and If those who quote me as of
a different opinion will keep pace with me
in purchasing nothing foreign, where an
equivalent domestic fabrio ean be obtained,
without regard to any difference of pries, it
will not be our fault if we do not have »
supply at home, equal t0 our demand, and
wrest that weapon of distress from the
hand that has so long violated it” Is not

favored the protection of our domestic man-
ufactures?

We then have Washington, Jefferson,
Madison, Monroe and Jackson favaring the
protection of home Industries, and now d.
any of you lmagine that these men favored

n for the purposs of making farm-
ng less profitable in order W reduce the
cost of labor to the factory? And yet, ac-
cording to the fifth and [ast conclusion of
my friend Thomas, thisls just what they
must have done. They were great factors
In the early history of the eountry. They
shaped all legisiation and molded publie
opinion, but certainly wera never before
echarged with favoning a redoction of the
price of labor.

1 need not speak of the other great names
that come after them, as they wore as free
from the erime as those I have already
wentioned.

I will not pursue this line of thought far-
ther, but will examine into the truth or
{alsity of the rharge that proteetion Injures
both the farmer and Inborer. To do this a
protective tariff must reduce the value of
what the farmer has to sell snd the wages of
the labcrer. 1 deny that it does, and 1 ap-
peal to the history and results of our tariff
legislation for the proof of my pesition. 1
make the statement that s tariff for revenoe
only has always left the government in
debt and our Industries depressed. 1 now
make the further statement Lhat every tarifl
levied for revenue and proteetion hasalways
elther freed the government from debt, or
reduced the debt and Increased our farming
and mannfacturing interests, and advanced
the wages of the workingman.

Lot us see If this s true. Wa will go
back to 17589, Up to that year we had beéen
living under free trade, snd any one who
will investlznte the condition of affairs at
that time must admit that our country was
not Prosperois.

That you may fully understand the con-
dition of the country at that thee, - nd why
the people feli depressed, it Is only neces-
sary to say that the balance of irade was
against them: and to show you the effect
upon any eountry when the balancsof trade
is against It, It 18 only necessary that
you ses what vfTect the balance of trade has
had upon this eountry, from the time I8 be-
came an independent nation upto 1861. To
do this I will give you a short history of
tha varions tariffs passed by congress from
1780 to 1861. Up to the year 1750 we
free trade in its most unlimited sense. The
resull was that In 1780, during seven years
of free trade, the importation of forelgn
goods amountad to eighty-five million dok
Inra ($85 000.000) and our #xports to thirty-
three milllon dollars ($33,000,000), leaving
& balanes of trade against us amounting to
fifty-two million dollars ($52,000.000). At
this day this might not be a
Iarge smount, but at the time It oocurred,
considering the woalth of the ocountry, it
was excessive. The people petitioned con-
gress for rellef, and indicated very clearly
the direction In which relief should come.
They requested that congress should pro-
tect the manufacturing interests by impos-
ing & duty on fureign importations—an for-

home industries,

Henee, In 1759, eongress passed the first
bill imposing duties on the products of for-
eign countries. The dutles levied were
slight.  In 1700 congress pressd an act lo-
ereasing the dutles on lmported goods. In

were passed, esch Dill  increasing the
Juties

i hese wvarlous bills brought abeut the
following results: In séven years, from 1795
to 1801, our Importation of forelgn gomds
smounted to one and twelve mil
lion, thirty thonsand, elght hundred snd
twanty-four doliars ($112,050,824) and our
exports during the same time smounted to
two hundred and one million, four hundred
and five thousand, one honndred and thirty-
nine dollars (§201,405,1: 9), leaving a bal-
ance of trade In our favor amounting to
elghty-nine million, three Lundred and sev-
enty-four thonsand, three hnndred and fif-
teen dollars (859,574 $15).

This shows the diference In results be-
tween free tmde and protection. Lo seven
yeara, under freea trade, the balanece of
trade agninst ns amounted to fifty-two mii-
llon dollars (852 000,000}, whils In saven
years, under a protective tarlff, the balanece
of trade was not only not against us, but
was eighty-nine million, three hundred and
seventy-four th L three hundred
fifteen dollars (339,374,%15) in our favor,

This was unqoestionably the result of
protection given by the various tariff acts
from L7859 o 1500,

We began to export more than we lm-
ported. We sold more goods than we
bought, aul this is one of the sourees of the
wralth of natlons as well as of lodividuals,
No nation can continue to lmport morethan
sheé exports withoat becoming Impover-
Ished, The result = the same with individ-
oais.  He who buys mors than hie sells be-
comes poar, aud he who sells more than he
buys will eventually become rieh.

The next tariff blll passed by congress
was In 1804, agaln inereasing the duties,
and the prosperity of the country com-
tinued.

Unhapplly. this state of prosperity was
not permitted to contivue. We had then,
as now, & freé trade or “‘revenue only”
party, and in 1807, and aguin in 1508, the
tariff on foreign productions was redoced.
The effect of these reductions left us & debt
of thirty-nine milllon dollars ($89,000.000)
at the beginning of the war of 1812, again
showing that under a free trade or *tariff
for revenue only™ we were unable to meet
the necessary public expenditures. And
now let me aay that this will be found to be
the case with every low tarlff from the be-
ginning of the government up w 1801,
without s single exesption. It will also be
found that under every protective tariff we
were not only able to mest all public ex-
penditures promptiy, but pay off or reduce
thie indobtedness left by every low tarifl
that was ever passed, and, more than this,
the history af the country will show that
under a low tariff our industries, ln the end,
always beeame depressed, while under a
tarif for protection as well as for revenue,
they were always in & more flourishing con-
ditlon.

In 1812-18 we had more tarlff legislation,

with England.

Immedintely after the close of the war
Enghsh manofacturens glutted our markots
with English goods. The Idea was to boak

down oor manafactures which had sprung

up during the war.
In confirmation of

read an extraot frota & speech made in the

gen | from speeches made o the British pariia-

this sufficlent evidence that Jefferson | wages, leas

elgn goods that cume in competition with | thirty

1791-91-94 and in the year 1800 other bills | &

but it was Inoperative, owing to the war|

this statement. I wili |

British t by Lord Brougham. Ile
said: “It is worth while to ioeur m loss
upon first exportations in order 1o stifie In |
e erwdle the manufsotures In the Lunited |
States which the war had forced Into exist- |
ence, contrary to the natural  courss of

things.” I might read wany other extracts

went, but it Is unnecessary, Yet [ can not
{n the m'zmel.:md wbmhﬁl.d
o la, in 1524, In
which It is said that “*Before Ameries can
be In & state to enrry on manufactures In
competition with those of Europe, her vast
tracts of unoccupled land, into which the
krowing populstion of her elder settlements
is regularly flowing, must be stoeked.
Until this is the case, her supply of labor-
ers will be kept below the demand and the
wages above those pald in better peopled
countries of Europe.

“‘Besides the effect which this state of the
supply of labor has in Increasing the cosi
of the article, it is adverse to the proper
and advantageous execution of the work.
The workmen sre too independent and iu
consequence too unsettled to submit to that
diselpilne and eourse of tralning from
which alone excellence of quality and
m.?mdmum of quantity sre to be ob-

Here we have the Enghsh idea of the
condition of the Amerjean laborer belore
we are ready for free trade In this country.
He must be willing to accept lower wages;
he must be less independent, and must sub
wit to more discipline.

As our free trade or tariff for ‘‘revenue
only” friends refer us to England as an
ideal free trade nation—in fact the only elv-
ilized frea trade nation—we must, of
coursa, infer that they believe iu lower
and better disel-
pline on the part of the workingman.
“:;liﬂmmn to the history of the
To overeome the excessive importations
of Euglish goods in the American markets,
the tariff bills of 1816-17 were passed, in-
creasing the duties In foreign goods; but
the importations In 1816 17 were so large
that but lttle effect was feit from a pro-
toctive tariff until 1820-41, when our man-
ufactures agaln began to revive.

In 153428 the tarifl was agnin loereased.
and from 1442 to 1853 our tndustries were
placed in & floarishing condition.

Toe tariff of 1828 enabled us to pay off
the publie debt by July 1st, 1893 —agaln
proving the superiority of s protective

In 1830 our free trade friends became
vory active and by 1552 the country seemexd
almost ripe for war. ‘The southern people,
who were among the first o petitin con-
gress (o 1790 for protection, had now be
come free traders,  To conellinte themn, the
tariff of 1532 was passed, largely reducing
the dutles on foreign importations; but still
it was not saciafactory to the south. South
Carolina earried her opposition so far as o
deelare the right of secesslon. To o ne'l-
iate the south, the compromise tarift of
1832 was passed, reducing the duties grad-
unlly until 1848, when thers remained
& horizontal duty of 20 per cent. “‘md va-
lorem."

The same results followed the passage of |
this compromise bill of 1833 that had fol-
lowed the reduction of the tarifl toa purely
revenue basis since the beginning of the
gowerament.

The revenus fell off thirty-three million
dollars (3535,000.000) per anpum from 1935
to 1897, and o less than twenty million
doliars ($20,000,000) from 1837 to 1841, the
expanditures the incomes mare
than thirty million dolisrs, (830.008.000 )

To enable the government o meet the
necessary expenditures and pay the public

revenue.  During the four years it was in
operation, from 1842 to 1846, the receipts
amounted to forty-one million, four hun-
dred and ninety-one thousand. five hundred
and eighty six dollars {$41,491.586) morr
than the Iast four years of the compromise
tariff of 1853, and the public debt was re-
duesd o dfteen milhon, five hundred and

In 1546 the free trade, or purely ravenue
party, again eame into power, and the low
tariff of 1548 was passed, and with the
same resplt that had followed Jvery low

meet the expenditures, and the paulic debt
was Incressed from $15 550,203 o 328,
699 831,

Noiwithstanding these resalts, the free
trade party which was In power in 1867,
an act nvdusing the datles still mure.
same resulis followed as heretofore

-one dollars (328 699,531), in 1557, W
ninety wmillion, five hundred and eighty
thousand, eight hundred and seveoty-Lthree
dollars (3w0,550,873) In 1881.

Here [ close this short histary of the
various tariff acts snd thelr resuits from
1749 to 1841, 1t would be nseless o insth-

The importanee of parifyiog the blood ean
not be overesthuated, for without pum
blood you eannot enjuy good healih,

At thils season uearly every ote needs 3
good medicine to purify, vitalizs, and earich
the blood, and Howd"s Saoaparilia is worthy
your eonfidence. It is peenliar in that it
strengilens and boilds up the system, creutes
an appetite, aud toues the digestion, while
it eradieates disease,  Give it a trial

Hood's Barsapariila {s sold by all druggiste.
Prepared by C. L Howd & Co., Lowell, Mass,
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Do no* huy sny mere *“Poor Rubber
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**Spiral”’ Cotton Hose.

s
Lighter, Cheaper and better than the
best rubber hose.
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O MEMPHS: NEW DRLEMS
1,600 MILES FOR $I8!

A fraction over & pens 2 mile, inching
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ment bankrupt in
1861 wan & good thing, then it did that,
the fth mod last

E

First—I donot agree with him in his
statement of the relative wages paid lu this
and England.

Ordinarily laboring men do not seck
locations where labor Is cheaper and living
higher. Now, if we take the gentleman’s

§

not one of you who couid possibly beileve
such a stutement. You bave the evidence
to the contrary. Every day there are wany
Immigrapts of the lsboring classes frum
Great Hritaln arriving In this cpuntry.  In
1857 England furnished 72,855, Irvland 635,-
370, Seotland 15.009.
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